To support the use of the bivariate probit model, Cameron and Quiggin offer evidence using data from a 1991 contingent valuation study performed by Imber et al. to To investigate the impact of the miscalculation, the data reported by Cameron and Quiggin in table I can be used to re-estimate the 5 interval data models 6 . Using the maximum likelihood routine in Gauss, the revised parameter estimates from the 5 interval data models are reported in table R1 7 . Comparing model R6 to models CQ1-CQ5, it is clear that the standard interval data model does not distort the estimates of mean willingness to pay. Using a simple difference in means test (t-test assuming the parameter estimates are normally distributed), the interval data model mean willingness to pay estimate is statistically indistinguishable from 6 of the 7 mean estimates from models CQ1-CQ5 (Table R2) are bivariate probit models with a dummy variable for a yes response to the first offered bid included in the mean and/or the dispersion estimate. Models CQ10-CQ12 are interval data versions of models CQ7-CQ9. The likelihood function miscalculation from CQ model 6 carries over to CQ models 10-12. Although the revised estimates for models CQ10-CQ12 (table R1) differ from those reported in CQ table III, the conclusions are substantively the same. As
Cameron and Quiggin recognize and table R1 supports, the endogeneity problem introduced by allowing one of the observable dependent variables to be an independent variable, renders models R10 through R12 useless. They are single equation models with a function of the dependent variable on the right hand side, and therefore suffer from endogeneity bias. They should perform well in prediction (as evidenced by the large likelihood function values), but they are uninformative as far as inference. As Cameron and Quiggin conclude, the bivariate probit models offer a method of accounting for the correlation between responses and thus alleviating the endogeneity bias in the interval data models.
As another possible explanation for the distortion caused by the interval data model, Cameron and Quiggin estimate a series of models designed to capture possible starting point effects. However, it is clear from the corrected parameter estimates that the distortion to be explained by models CQ13-CQ17 has disappeared. Nevertheless, an investigation of starting point effects may still be useful if mean willingness to pay does vary with the first bid offered. To test for starting point effects, Cameron and Quiggin include a series of dummy variables corresponding to respondents offered the same first bid. The revised estimates for model R17 are not as far removed from models CQ13-CQ16 as the original estimates reported for model CQ17.
The means are very close for all of the dummy variables, and the joint hypothesis of no starting point effects cannot be rejected (Model R17 vs. Model R6) . Consistent with models CQ13-CQ16, model R17 predicts that mean willingness to pay is negatively correlated with the starting bid, and the overall effect of the starting point biases counter-act each other. 
